Arizona Clean FuelsYuma, LLC
Permit Number: 40140
Petroleum Refinery
Responsiveness Summary to Public Comments

INTRODUCTION

The proposed Arizona Clean Fuels Yuma refinery bl located on an approximately 1,450-
acre site, 40 miles east of Yuma, near the CommuiTacna, in Yuma County. The proposed
refinery will have a crude oil atmospheric distiben capacity of approximately 150,000 barrels
per day (BPD). It is expected to produce approxatyat50,000 BPD of motor fuels, including

approximately 85,000 BPD of motor gasoline; 35,88D of diesel fuel; and 30,000 BPD of jet
fuel. In addition to motor fuels, the refinery widtoduce liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), sulfur,
and petroleum coke.

The site of the proposed refinery is located ilagn air area” — one that has been designated as
attainment or unclassifiable for all criteria padots under the Clean Air Act. The criteria
pollutants are particulate matter less than 2.5rang (PM=s), particulate matter less than 10
microns (PMo), nitrogen dioxide (N@), sulfur oxides (S&), carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb),
and ozone (€. The design of the proposed refinery incorparatate-of-the-art technologies
for reducing air emissions. Per unit of produck thlowable emissions from the proposed
Arizona Clean Fuels refinery would be significankiss than the actual emissions from any
other existing petroleum refinery.

If constructed, this project would represent thstfnew petroleum refinery constructed in the
U.S. in more than 30 years and the first facilitythe western U.S. to be built specifically for the
production of newer clean fuels. It would be th@yopetroleum refinery in Arizona, and the
only large refinery between Texas and Californ&everal specialized commercial technologies
are to be incorporated in the refinery processsunitreduce fuel aromatics and sulfur, which in
turn reduces emissions from vehicles.

The proposed refinery was issued a permit (#1001805%April 14, 2005. In accordance with
A.A.C. R18-2-402(D)(2), the company had an 18-momthdow to commence construction of
the facility. The company has notified the Depamitnthat they will be unable to meet this
deadline and has requested that the Departmessue-the permit for a new five-year term with
a new 18-month construction window.

In order to retain the authorization to begin comdton, the Permittee submitted a permit
renewal application dated April 28, 2006. The Dapant has reviewed this application and is
proposing to renew the permit without any significeevisions.

PROCESS DESCRIPTION
The proposed petroleum refinery would operate 24$a day and 365 days a year. Primary raw

materials for the refinery are crude oil and ndtgesoline. These materials would be delivered
to the refinery primarily via a pipeline. Other ramaterials include butane, propane, alkylate,



and oxygenates, which would be delivered to thmeey via rail, and natural gas, which would
be received by pipeline.

Motor fuels would be shipped from the refinery bggdine, rail, and truck. In addition to motor
fuels, the refinery would produce liquefied pettotegas (LPG), sulfur, and petroleum coke, all
of which would be shipped by rail.

The proposed petroleum refinery’s major procestsswmould include a Crude Distillation Unit, a
Delayed Coking Unit, a Hydrocracker Unit, a Naphthiydrotreater Unit, a Distillate
Hydrotreater Unit, a Catalytic Reforming Unit, atBae Conversion Unit, a Benzene Reduction
Unit, and an Isomerization Unit. Supporting procasgs would include a Gas Concentration
Plant, a Hydrogen Plant, a Sulfur Recovery PlantAeine Regeneration Unit, a Sour Water
Stripper, and a Wastewater Treatment Plant. Amgilkguipment would include storage tanks,
loading and unloading racks, emergency flares,nsteailers, a cooling tower, an emergency
generator, and two emergency fire water pumps.

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (BACT)

As required by the PSD rule under Article 4 of ACATitle 18, Chapter 2, the Department made
determinations of BACT for each emission unit & tkfinery and for each pollutant emitted.
The process used by the Department in making it€ BAeterminations starts with a review of
the control measures used by other similar sourceduding other petroleum refineries
nationwide. The Department then establishes eomdsnits based on the maximum achievable
degree of emission reduction, taking into accoeshmical feasibility, environmental impacts,
economic impacts, energy impacts, and other coststhe case of the Arizona Clean Fuels
refinery, the Department’s BACT determinations wbehsure that this would be, by far, the
lowest-emitting, fully integrated petroleum refigen the U.S.

The air quality permit includes requirements formauous, state-of-the-art emission control
measures that are exceptionally stringent relativéhe air quality permits for most petroleum

refineries. A full discussion of the emission @ohimeasures can be found in Section V of the
Technical Support Documents. Examples of thesesumea include the following:

. The refinery design does not include a fluidizedatytic cracking unit, and the permit
does not allow the construction of such unit. Meall other petroleum refineries include
a fluidized catalytic cracking unit, and this uigtgenerally the largest-emitting unit at a
refinery. The Arizona Clean Fuels petroleum rafjn@ould accomplish the same refining
objectives using other technologies, most notaldtyydrocracker Unit.

. The refinery design does not include any alkylatprocesses that require the use of
hydrofluoric acid or sulfuric acid as catalysts,dathe permit does not allow the
construction of such processes. Most other petnoleefineries include these types of
alkylation processes, which are potential sourdde»ic chemical releases. The Arizona
Clean Fuels petroleum refinery would accomplishgamme refining objectives using other
technologies, most notably the Butane Conversioith. Un

. The permit prohibits the use of flares as polluticontrol devices for intermittent or
routine, non-emergency hydrocarbon releases. Muiser petroleum refineries do



currently use elevated flares for this purpose.is Bommonly results in visible exposed
flames, excessive VOC and CO emissions, and diffiaa monitoring and tracking air
pollutant emissions. As with all petroleum refiest the Arizona Clean Fuels refinery
would include flares for the safe disposal of gasésased during emergencies.

The permit prohibits the combustion of fuel oil ihe refinery’'s boilers and heaters.
Natural gas and fuel gases generated within theergfare the only fuels allowed. Most
petroleum refineries do burn fuel oil, which resuib higher emissions of several air
pollutants.

The permit requires highly efficient removal oflfau from fuel gas burned in the
refinery’s process heaters, so that the sulfur eotmation is maintained at or below 35
parts per million by volume. This would be nealy percent lower than the applicable
emission standards for most other petroleum raéseand the Department is not aware of
any other petroleum refinery that is required thieee a limit that is this stringent.

The permit requires the use of ultra-low-N®urners (ULNB) for control of NOQ
emissions from alboilers and heaters. Nearly all petroleum refesehave at least some
boilers and heaters that are not so equipped.

The permit requires the use of selective catalgduction (SCR), in addition to ULNB,
for control of more than three-fourths of the resildNQ, emissions. In other words, SCR
is required for process heaters that comprise rinane three-fourths of the refinery’s total
heat input capacity. Most refineries are not reglito employ SCR systems for NO
control on_anyboilers or process heaters.

The permit limits ammonia emissions from the S@RHeped process heaters to a
maximum concentration of 5 parts per million bywak. The Department is not aware of
any other petroleum refinery or similar facilityathis required to achieve a limit that is
more stringent.

The permit requires highly efficient recovery offar from refinery waste streams, with a
design efficiency level of more than 99.97 peraamd an S@emission limit of only 33.6
pounds per hour. The Department is not aware gfaher petroleum refinery that is
required to achieve a limit that is this stringent.

The permit requires the refinery to meet sevecpligment design standards and work
practice requirements in order to minimize,Snissions during upsets and malfunctions
of the sulfur recovery process. These measurdsde@ requirement to curtail operations
and to divert sulfur-containing streams in orderetioninate excess emissions within 15
minutes after the beginning of a process upset, regdirements for excess capacity
sufficient to allow the refinery to operate forl@ast 24 hours during such an upset without
further excess emissions. The Department consillerso be an important element of the
refinery’s design and a focus of the BACT analylsexause, in the absence of such
measures, the refinery could emit S8 a rate approaching 75 tons per hour duringtapse
and malfunctions. (This is more than 4,000 tintes maximum allowable SCGemission
rate of 33.6 pounds per hour during normal openatjo The Department is not aware of
any other petroleum refinery that is required te@hrequirements that are this stringent.
The permit requires the use of gas compressiomefoovery and in-process recycling of
hydrocarbon vapors from selected hydrocarbon ligiatage tanks. This configuration
would result in near-zero emission rates for thfecs#d tanks. The Department is not
aware of any other petroleum refinery that is resglito employ this equipment
configuration.



The permit requires the use of floating roofsandem with a thermal oxidizer for control
of VOC emissions from all remaining storage tanKkdis configuration would result in
near-zero emission rates for the affected tankse Department is not aware of any other
petroleum refinery that is required to employ #glipment configuration.

The permit requires the use of thermal oxidizerscbntrol of VOC emissions from each

vessel within the refinery’s Wastewater Treatmelan® The permit requires that this

thermal oxidizer be designed for at least 99.9 grary OC destruction efficiency, and also
requires that a minimum operating temperature aesidence time be maintained
continuously in order to ensure the maximum feast#gree of VOC destruction at all
times. The Department is not aware of any oth&wofem refinery or similar facility that
is required to achieve such a high level of VOCs=moin reduction.

The permit requires the use of carbon adsorpti@tems for control of VOC emissions

from all drains and sumps within the refinery’s teagter collection system. The permit

also requires that each system include two carlaorsters in series in order to ensure the
maximum feasible degree of VOC reduction at alleim The Department is not aware of
any other petroleum refinery or similar facilityaths required to achieve a higher level of

VOC emission reduction.

The permit requires the use of vapor recoveramdém with thermal oxidizers for control

of VOC emissions from gasoline loading into tankcks and rail cars. This would result

in 99.99 percent control of VOC emissions. The &#pent is not aware of any other
petroleum refinery or similar facility that is reced to achieve as high a level of VOC
emission control.

The permit requires the use of thermal oxidizens dontrol of VOC emissions from

loading of diesel fuel and aviation jet fuel intank trucks and rail cars. The permit

requires each of these thermal oxidizers be dedigoe at least 99.9 percent VOC

destruction efficiency, and also requires that animim operating temperature and

residence time be maintained continuously in otde@nsure the maximum feasible degree
of VOC destruction at all times. The Departmennha aware of any other petroleum

refinery or similar facility that is required to @iy this equipment configuration or to

achieve such a high level of VOC emission reduction

The permit requires the use of low-NOurners to minimize emissions of N@&om

thermal oxidizers used to control VOC emissionss #guipment is state of the art and

used in California refineries.

The permit requires that the refinery implementharough and stringent program for

preventing VOC emissions by monitoring, detectiagd repairing leaks in equipment

such as valves and pumps. More than 60,000 comgo(iadividual pieces of equipment)

will be subject to these requirements. Althougarheall petroleum refineries are required
to implement “Leak Detection and Repair” or “LDARprograms under federal

regulations, the program required by the proposexinp exceeds the requirements of
other programs in a variety of ways:

0 More extensive LDAR program applicability: The posed permit includes LDAR
program requirements for flanges and screwed caorgcwhich represent nearly
half of the total number of affected componentie TDAR program requirements at
most refineries do not extend to this type of emqapt.

0 Lower leak levels: Under the proposed permit, popgnt is deemed to be leaking if
the measured concentration exceeds 100 parts pgemnhy volume (ppmv) for some



types of components and 500 ppmv for all other sypeThe LDAR program

requirements for most refineries do not considarigggent to be leaking until the
concentration is 10,000 ppmv, which is 20 to 100e8 as high as the limit in the
proposed permit.

o Faster repair requirements: Under the proposethipea first attempt at repair is
required within 24 hours, and successful repaigeaserally required within 7 days.
The LDAR programs at most refineries only requiratta first attempt at repair be
made within 5 days and that successful repair bgpteted within 15 days.

0 Limits on the number of leaking components: Untlexr proposed permit, repair
could be delayed beyond the 7-day period that megaly required, but only to the
extent that the number of leaking components is flean a very small percentage of
similar components refinery-wide. The LDAR progsamat most refineries do not
include any such restrictions.

o0 More frequent monitoring: The proposed permit regpifrequent monitoring of all
types of components, regardless of refinery’s pasievements with regard to the
percentage of leaking components. For example, pttogposed permit requires
guarterly monitoring of valves, whereas the LDARgnams at most refineries would
require only annual monitoring.

. The permit requires that the refinery implementharough and stringent program for
preventing VOC emissions by monitoring, detectiagd repairing leaks in the refinery’s
cooling water system. The permit specifies comtirsuimonitoring of all cooling water
streams at the Arizona Clean Fuels refinery. Tlepddtment is not aware of any other
petroleum refinery or similar facility that is raged to implement a program for
minimizing VOC emissions from cooling towers thatthis stringent. Most petroleum
refineries are not required to implement any typ&@AR program for the cooling water
system, and the few that are generally are reqaiperform sampling only four times per
year. This potentially allows for tremendous quiaged of VOC to be emitted from the
cooling towers without detection.

. The permit restricts the emergency generator &wedeimergency fire water pumps to
burning only ultra-low-sulfur Diesel fuel in ordéo minimize SQ emissions. The
Department is not aware of any other petroleurmesyi that is required to comply with a
restriction that is this stringent.

. The permit requires that the emergency generaiitlee emergency fire water pumps be
designed and equipped with combustion modificationsinimize emissions of NQCO,
and PM,. The emission limits in the proposed permit ateemmore stringent than those
imposed on any similar facility.

EMISSION IMPACT ANALYSES

The site of the proposed refinery is located iclagn air area” — one that has been designated as
attainment or unclassifiable for all criteria padlats under the Clean Air Act.

As part of the permit application review proces® Department performed a detailed review of
the Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis performeg the applicant, including confirmatory
dispersion modeling. Based on the result of thisere, the Department has concluded that the



proposed refinery will not cause or contribute toexceedance of any National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS), PSD Increment, or ArizoAabient Air Quality Guideline
(AAAQQG) level. Specifically, the analysis shows flodowing:

o] The maximum predicted ambient concentration oh#Mless than 64 percent of
the annual NAAQS and less than 54 percent of thédd NAAQS. Each of
these values includes all existing sources and dvaokd concentration; the
refinery’s modeled impact represents less thanrdepé of the predicted annual
average concentration and less than 15 percetteopredicted 24-hour average
concentration.

o] The maximum predicted ambient concentration of,S@cluding all existing
sources and background concentration, is lessibgrercent of the NAAQS for
each of the three averaging periods (3-hr, 24-hd annual). The refinery’s
modeled impact represents less than 10 percertieoNAAQS for each of the
three averaging periods. The modeled impact ofréi@ery on ambient N©
concentration is less than 1 percent of the NAAQS.

o] The modeled impact of the refinery on ambient CQceatration is less than 2
percent of the NAAQS.

0 The modeled impact of the refinery is less thampfilicable PSD increments.

o] The modeled impact of the refinery on ambient catregion of state air toxics is

less than ten percent of the AAAQG for 34 of theh&zardous air pollutants
expected to be emitted by the plant. For the rem@ii2 pollutants, ambient
impacts were mitigated to the maximum possiblerexdad were deemed to meet
requirements. These pollutants, and the ambientdinps a percentage of the
AAAQG, are as follows:

Benzene (93%) Mercury (20%)
Chlorine (74%) Cadmium (18%)
H.S (47%) Aluminum (16%)
Silver (44%) Lead (15%)
Formaldehyde (28%) Phenol (13%)
Selenium (28%) Ammonia (11%)

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

Public notices for the draft permit, including tdate and time for the public hearing, were
published in the Arizona Republic and the Yuma Yp&ilin on May 31, 2006, and June 6, 2006.
Additional public notices were published in the @&l Sol (Yuma) newspaper on June 2, 2006,
and June 9, 2006. A public hearing was held inldéfelon July 6, 2006.

Comments, questions, and objections were receiveidgithe public comment period in both
verbal and written formats. This summary presdénés Department’s responses to the issues
raised during the public comment period.

Several individuals who submitted written commentisdraft permit number 40140 also had
submitted comments during the public participatwacess for the initial draft permit (number



1001205) for the proposed refinery. One of themmroenters, in his comment letter for this
permitting action, incorporated by reference almeoeents that he submitted in the earlier
permitting action. To the extent that those comimarere not separately reiterated in the current
comment letter, the earlier comments are not seggraddressed in this responsiveness
summary. Instead, the Department’'s earlier reggons those comments, as presented in the
April 2005 responsiveness summary, are incorporaya@ference herein.

Project Need
Inquiries were made regarding the need for a refmgein order to satisfy the demand for
gasoline in Arizona.

If the Department concludes that a proposed majatiogary source will comply with all
applicable air quality laws and regulations, asthe case with the proposed refinery, the
Department is legally obligated to issue the arnpefor the site proposed by the applicant. The
need for the project in order to satisfy societakas is not a consideration in the air permit
application review and approval process.

Project Viability
Concerns were expressed regarding the viabilityla# refinery project.

If the Department concludes that a proposed magmtiogary source will comply with all
applicable air quality laws and regulations, asthie case with the proposed refinery, the
Department is legally obligated to issue the ampefor the project proposed by the applicant.
The viability of the project is not a considerationthe permit application review and approval
process.

Site Selection
One commenter expressed concern regarding the emmental justice implications of siting
the refinery at the proposed location.

Because the Department receives federal financssistance, the Department’s decision
regarding the air permit is subject to Title VItag Civil Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq.
The Department has committed to seek out and Ip@mes/e to community concerns regarding
public health and the environment, including aldils of inequity due to environmental
impacts.

Consistent with guidance from the U.S. EPA andféaeral Council on Environmental Quality,
the Department has evaluated the impacts thatnssuaf the refinery’s air permit will have on
minority communities. Based on this evaluatione thepartment has determined that the
issuance of the refinery’s air permit will not résim any disparate, adverse impacts on any
minority community. A copy of ADEQ’s analysis igalable upon request.

Concerns were expressed regarding the site selaqiimcess.

The Department played no role in the site selecpimtess for the refinery. For a proposed
stationary source in a clean air area, such asith®f the proposed refinery, the Department has



no authority to require an analysis of alternasites. Where the Department concludes that a
proposed major stationary source will comply with applicable air quality laws and
regulations, as is the case here, the Departméegadly obligated to issue the air permit for the
site proposed by the applicant.

Air Quality Impact Analysis
Concerns were expressed regarding the effects amnezevels due to air pollutant emissions
from the refinery.

Unlike other pollutants of concern, ozone will o directly emitted by the refinery. Rather,
stratospheric ozone formation occurs by a seriesonfplex photochemical reactions involving
NOy and VOC, both of which will be emitted by the refry. Due to this formation mechanism,
ozone modeling is performed on a regional scalaguthree-dimensional photochemical grid
models, whereas modeling for other pollutants @aittrom individual sources is generally
performed using Gaussian plume models. Arizona faddral permitting regulations do not
require ozone impact analyses for stationary sopecmitting.

The Permittee performed and submitted an ozonedtgralysis in August 2002, as part of the
permit application for a proposed refinery in Mapa County. That analysis showed that the
refinery would not have any adverse impact on theeRix ozone nonattainment area, even
when sited less than 10 miles outside the nonatm area and with significantly higher
modeled VOC emission rates than are allowed byptioposed permit. In light of the much
greater distance to the Phoenix ozone nonattainareat and the reductions in allowable VOC
emissions relative to the previous modeling analysie Department concluded that no further
analysis is necessary for the present refinerytimca

Concerns were expressed regarding the use of uppierdata from Tucson in dispersion
modeling performed as part of the air quality impacanalysis.

Representativeness of meteorological data is a@iumof the height of the measurement; there is
much less site-to-site variability for upper airaserements than for measurements taken close
to the surface. As a result, upper air measuresramet gathered at a relatively small number of
locations and are considered representative ofelagatial domains. The Department has
concluded that upper air data gathered in Tucsersaificiently representative of the proposed
refinery site to be acceptable for use in the aality impact analysis.

A concern was expressed regarding the fact that tiequality impact analysis did not take
into account emissions from startups, shutdownsgdaurpsets.

The purpose of the air quality impact analysiigmsure that the allowable emissions from the
refinery will not cause or contribute to any vidtet or exceedance of any ambient air quality
standard or guideline level. A separate but eguatiportant element of the air permit
application review and approval process is a detextion by the Department that the refinery,
when constructed and operated in accordance witld gor pollution control practices, can
achieve continuous compliance with the permitte@ssion limitations and standards. In light of
these two determinations made by the Departmeataihquality impacts analysis is properly



based on the maximum allowable emission rates,assdene in the case of the refinery. The
Department does not engage in speculation as taithguality impacts of unanticipated non-
compliance.

Ambient Monitoring and Emission Monitoring
Concerns were expressed regarding the adequacyhaf permit with regard to ambient
monitoring requirements.

The proposed permit requires ambient monitoringvasits for benzene, particulate matter, and
hydrogen sulfide to ensure that off-site concemnagt of these air pollutants do not exceed
guideline or allowable levels. These monitoringuieements are in excess of what is required
by federal and state air quality regulations, ahd Department has determined that these
requirements are adequate to ensure that no andoreqtiality standards will be threatened by
the proposed refinery.

Concerns were expressed regarding the opportundy public participation in the design of
the required ambient monitoring networks.

The substantive requirements relating to instalfatand operation of ambient monitoring
networks for benzene, particulate matter, and hyemosulfide are included in the proposed
permit and were made available for public commeftese monitoring requirements are in
excess of what is required by federal and statgutity regulations, and the Department has
determined that these requirements are adequatestoe that no ambient air quality standards
will be threatened by the proposed refinery. Tdahhical details of the monitoring networks are
subject to review and approval by the Departmehiere is no regulatory basis for delaying
implementation of these monitoring networks whileoyiding an opportunity for public
comment. The ambient monitoring plans, as all i@x@nd reports not containing confidential
information, will be made available to the publiorpuant to A.R.S. § 49-432. Records and
reports are available at the Department’s officekld0 West Washington Street in Phoenix, and
can also be requested by contacting the DepartmBettords Center at (602) 771-4380, or toll-
free in Arizona at (800) 234-5677, extension 778&13

Concerns were expressed regarding the adequacyhef permit with regard to emission
monitoring.

The permit includes all applicable requirementstgaeing to monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting, including requirements for 50 continueasission monitoring systems.

Health Effects

Concerns were expressed regarding the effect ofmlutant emissions from the refinery on
incidences of asthma and other respiratory problemsthe local population, particularly in
children and the elderly.

As described in detail in Section VII of the Tedtali Support Document, the Department has
performed an air quality impacts analysis for tegnery. The results of this analysis show that
the emissions from the refinery will not cause ontcbute to an exceedance of any National



Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or Arizona Anelnt Air Quality Guideline (AAAQG).
The NAAQS and AAAQG have been established at letleds are protective of public health,
including the most sensitive members of the poprat Based on this analysis, the Department
has concluded that the air pollutant emissions wedambient air quality impacts from the
refinery are acceptable.

Concerns were expressed regarding the effect of@tutant emissions from the refinery on
incidences of cancer in the local population.

As described in detail in Section VII of the Tedtali Support Document, the Department has
performed an air quality impacts analysis for tegnery. The results of this analysis show that
the emissions from the refinery will not cause ontcibute to an exceedance of any Arizona
Ambient Air Quality Guideline (AAAQG). The AAAQGdve been established at levels that
limit excess lifetime cancer risk and are protextf public health. Based on this analysis, the
Department has concluded that the air pollutantssioins and the ambient air quality impacts
from the refinery are acceptable.

An inquiry was made regarding the effect of air paiant emissions from the refinery on
mortality in the local population.

As described in detail in Section VII of the Tedtali Support Document, the Department has
performed an air quality impacts analysis for teinery. The results of this analysis show that
the emissions from the refinery will not cause ontcbute to an exceedance of any National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or Arizona Ameint Air Quality Guideline (AAAQG).
The NAAQS and AAAQG have been established at letleds are protective of public health,
including the most sensitive members of the popaiat Based on this analysis, the Department
has concluded that the air pollutant emissions wedambient air quality impacts from the
refinery are acceptable.

Concerns were expressed regarding the effect ofmlutant emissions from the refinery on
the general health of the local population.

As described in detail in Section VII of the Tedtali Support Document, the Department has
performed an air quality impacts analysis for teinery. The results of this analysis show that
the emissions from the refinery will not cause ontcbute to an exceedance of any National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or Arizona Ameint Air Quality Guideline (AAAQG).
The NAAQS and AAAQG have been established at letleds are protective of public health,
including the most sensitive members of the popadat Based on this analysis, the Department
has concluded that the air pollutant emissions wedambient air quality impacts from the
refinery are acceptable.

Concerns were expressed regarding the extent tocWwhihe National Ambient Air Quality

Standards (NAAQS) and Arizona Ambient Air Qualityui@glelines (AAAQG) reflect current
scientific and medical knowledge about adverse hlea&ffects from air pollution.
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If the Department concludes that a proposed magmtiogary source will comply with all
applicable air quality laws and regulations, asthie case with the proposed refinery, the
Department is legally obligated to issue the ampefor the project proposed by the applicant.
The adequacy of the NAAQS and the AAAQG is not asideration in the permit application
review and approval process.

Notwithstanding the above, the NAAQS and AAAQG hde=n established at levels that are
protective of public health, including the most siéme members of the population. These
standards and guidelines are periodically revieveed, revised as necessary, in order to reflect
the current state of the science.

Odors
Concerns were expressed regarding the odors emaigatiom the proposed refinery and the
effects of those odors on the local residents.

The Department recognizes that the proposed rgfwdl emit odorous compounds, of which
hydrogen sulfide is the primary pollutant of comcer The Department's BACT analysis
indicates that the emissions of hydrogen sulfidd ather reduced sulfur compounds will be
minimized to the greatest extent possible. In tamldi the dispersion modeling analyses
performed by the Department indicate that ambiemgaicts of hydrogen sulfide emissions will
be acceptable, and the permit (at Section XXIV.BoiAttachment “B”) requires a network of
ambient hydrogen sulfide monitors to ensure thisité concentrations do not exceed allowable
levels. Based on these facts, the Departmentdradurled that no additional permit terms and
no additional research are necessary.

I mpacts on Soils and Vegetation

Concerns were expressed regarding the adequacheflepartment’s analysis of the impacts
that the refinery’s emissions will have on localggown agricultural crops. Specific concerns
were raised with regard to crop losses, human fab@in impacts, and danger to livestock.

Pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-407(I)(1), an analysis tbé potential impacts of air pollutant
emissions on soils and vegetation was requiredaats gf the permit application review and
approval process for the refinery’s air permit. described in Section VII.B of the Technical
Support Document (May 26, 2006), this analysis pagormed, and it included a consultation
with the Arizona Department of Game and Fish amdUls. Fish and Wildlife Service, through
which no particularly sensitive soil or vegetati@sources in the project vicinity were identified.
As is customary in these circumstances, the Departtmelied heavily on U.S. EPA guidance in
conducting the soils and vegetation impact analysiBhe Department also relied on the
secondary National Ambient Air Quality StandardsABQS), which are established by U.S.
EPA at levels that are protective of the publicfeud, including agriculture.

None of these commenters who expressed concerasdieg the soils and vegetation impact
analysis identified any specific, scientific bages their opinions regarding the inadequacy of
the Department’'s analysis. No information was ptest that would tend to refute the
Department’s preliminary conclusion that the refi'® emissions and the environmental
impacts of those emissions are acceptable. Noestein light of the significant value of
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agriculture in the Yuma County economy, and theifigant number of comments on this issue,
the Department performed a supplemental reviewits and vegetation impacts. A copy of the
Soils and Vegetation Impacts analysis is availalgen request. The review included all air
pollutants of concern, not just those covered kg rgulatory requirement at A.A.C. R18-2-
407(1)(1), and it specifically addressed toxic iroggaon plants due to air pollutant exposure;
toxic impacts on plants due to deposition of aiiytants onto soils; and human health effects
due to uptake of air pollutants by food crops grawrsoils near the refinery. This supplemental
review confirmed the Department’s preliminary carsobn: the refinery’s emissions and the
environmental impacts of those emissions are aabépt

Visibility Impacts Analysis
Concerns were expressed regarding the impacts ppallutant emissions from the refinery on
visibility in the Muggins Mountains Wilderness Area

As described in Section VII.B of the Technical SopgdDocument, and as required by A.A.C.
R18-2-407(1)(1), the applicant performed an analydithe impairment to visibility that would
occur as a result of air pollutant emissions fromn riefinery. The results of this analysis showed
that, if it is assumed that the all emissions uattshe refinery are simultaneously operating at
their maximum allowable emission rates, and that ¢bincides with worst-case meteorological
conditions that would be expected to occur less thar days per year, a perceptible plume may
exist for a typical observer when viewing the ternaith the sun in front of the observer. Under
all other meteorological conditions and for all ethviewing angles, but maintaining the
assumption that the all emissions units at theneefi are simultaneously operating at their
maximum allowable emission rates, the analysis sllothat the plume would be imperceptible
to the typical observer. In light of the minimakibility impairment that would occur even
under conditions consistent with the very conséreahssumptions made in this analysis, the
Department has concluded that any visibility impeEnt that may occur as a result of air
pollutant emissions from the refinery will be actadge.

I mpacts on Animals

Concerns were expressed regarding the effect of@tutant emissions from the refinery on
animals in general, and animal species protectedden the Endangered Species Act in
particular.

As described in detail in Section VII of the Tedtali Support Document, the Department has
performed an air quality impacts analysis using sttoase meteorological data and the
maximum potential emissions from the refinery. Tiesults of this analysis show that the
emissions from the refinery will not cause or cimite to an exceedance of any National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). The NAAQSVebeen established at levels that are
protective of the public health and welfare andgererally viewed by the Department as being
sufficiently protective of animal health. In addit, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
was consulted and was provided emissions data andjuality impacts analysis results.
Considering that information, the FWS concluded tha threatened or endangered species or
critical habitat would be affected by the refingpyoject. Based on the results of the
Department’s analyses, and on the conclusion oS, the Department has concluded that
the emissions from the refinery and the environ@lezftects of those emissions are acceptable.
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Safety/Security | ssues
Concerns were expressed regarding emissions fromesfi explosions, spills, and other
emergency releases at the refinery.

The effects of emergency releases are not a coaimein the air permit application review and
approval process. However, the permit does reguae the refinery comply with applicable

provisions of the Accidental Release Preventionlagns adopted by U.S. EPA pursuant to §
112(r) of the federal Clean Air Act. These regolas require that the facility take into

consideration the proximity of residences, schoblsspitals, prisons, parks and recreational
areas, and offices when developing the hazard s;eeed mandated by the regulations. In
addition, the refinery will be required to complytivthe Oil Pollution Prevention regulations

adopted by U.S. EPA pursuant to the Clean Water gkt the Oil Pollution Act. These

regulations require that the facility prepare antplement a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan and a Facility Respbtae (FRP) in order to prevent and

minimize the effects of oil spills.

Concerns were expressed regarding the safety inapiloms of building the refinery near an
interstate highway and railroad tracks.

Highway and railroad safety issues are not conataers in the air permit review and approval
process. However, the permit does require thatdfiieery comply with applicable provisions of

the Accidental Release Prevention regulations @&ibpy U.S. EPA pursuant to § 112(r) of the
federal Clean Air Act. These regulations requiattthe facility take into consideration the
proximity of the highway and railroad tracks in d@mping and implementing the hazard
assessment, management system, prevention progach,emergency response program
mandated by the regulations.

Enforcement Issues
Concerns were expressed regarding the qualificasoand capabilities of the Department’s
enforcement personnel.

The Department understands that the focus of tbeseerns was that the Department has no
experience regulating petroleum refineries. Thpddegnent’'s analysis has determined that three
additional enforcement personnel will be requiradorder for the Department to adequately
regulate the Arizona Clean Fuels facility. The Beément will have these personnel in place and
trained by the time that the refinery has been ttoated. The Department will work with other
state and local agencies that have experienceatiuylpetroleum refineries in order to train the
enforcement personnel who will oversee the refiroggrations.

Support for Permit I ssuance
Support was expressed for issuance of the air pérmi

The comments are acknowledged.

Miscellaneous Comments
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One commenter suggested that the permit shouldb®issued because the Permittee does not
own the land on which the proposed refinery will becated.

If the Department concludes that a proposed majatiogary source will comply with all
applicable air quality laws and regulations, asthe case with the proposed refinery, the
Department is legally obligated to issue the aimpefor the site proposed by the applicant.
Ownership of land is not a consideration in the @ermit application review and approval
process.

Concerns were expressed regarding emissions dustaytups, shutdowns, and upsets. One
commenter also asserted that the permit does natellimits on the number or duration of
these events.

To the extent that events described by the commentght result in emissions in excess of any
applicable emission limitation or standard, thopseat events and excess emissions are covered
by Section Xl of Attachment “A” to the refinery’'air permit. By definition, these excess
emissions events constitute permit deviations, gmaot go unregulated. All permit deviations
are required to be reported to the Department withio working days of the time that the
deviation occurred, or within two working days afst learning of the deviation, as stated in
Condition XII.B of Attachment “A”. This report isequired to include the information regarding
the probable cause of the deviations, and any coresactions or preventative measures that
were taken by the source in order to mitigate #haation.

According to Section Xl of Attachment “A”, emissie in excess of applicable emissions
limitations due to malfunction, startup or shutdosimall constitute a violation of the permit.
The conditions of this Section of the permit doyide the source with an affirmative defense
against civil or administrative enforcement thaghtiproceed from such a violation, but only if
the permittee complies with the reporting requiretaein Section Xll, and has successfully
demonstrated the following:

For Malfunctions:

1. The excess emissions resulted from a sudden andoidiadle breakdown of
process equipment, or air pollution control equiptmbeyond the reasonable
control of the operator;

2. The air pollution control equipment, process equeptnor processes were at all
times maintained and operated in a manner consistgh good practice for
minimizing emissions;

3. If repairs were required, the repairs were madaiexpeditious fashion when the
applicable emission limitations were being exceeddéils could include the use
of off-shift labor and overtime, unless the pergetcan prove that such measures
were impracticable;

4, The amount and duration of the excess emissionsluimg any bypass
operation) were minimized to the maximum extentcfpcable during the
emissions event;

5. All reasonable steps were taken to minimize theachpf the excess emissions
on ambient air quality;
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6. The excess emissions were not part of a recurraiteqm that is indicative of
inadequate design, operation, or maintenance;

7. There were no exceedances of the relevant Natiédmabient Air Quality
Standards that could be attributed to the emitimgyce;
8. The excess emissions did not stem from any actorigvent that could have been

reasonably foreseen and avoided, or planned, and oot have been avoided by
better operations and maintenance practices;
9. All emissions monitoring systems were kept in operaif at all practicable; and
10. The Permittee’s actions in response to the excesss®ns event were
documented by contemporaneous records.

For Start-up and Shutdown:

1. The excess emissions could not have been prevémaagh careful and prudent
planning and design;
2. If the excess emissions were the result of a bypassontrol equipment, the

bypass was unavoidable to prevent the loss of firsonal injury, or severe
damage to air pollution control equipment, produttiequipment or other
property;

3. The Permittee’s air pollution control equipmentqess equipment or processes
were at all times maintained and operated in a mramonsistent with good
practice for minimizing emissions;

4, The amount and duration of the excess emissiomtufiimg bypass operations)
were minimized to the maximum extent practicableirdy periods of such
emissions;

5. All reasonable steps were taken to minimize theaictsp of the excess emissions
on ambient air quality;

6. During the period of excess emissions there werexeeedances of the relevant
National Ambient Air Quality Standards that couls dttributed to the source;

7. All emissions monitoring systems were kept in opereif at all practicable; and

8. The Permittee’s actions in response to the excesssins event were

documented by contemporaneous records.

Upon receipt of any permit deviation report, thecAmcal Services Unit of the Air Quality
Compliance Section will review the report and sugipg information. If the permittee fails to
prove that it has an affirmative defense for theess emissions event, or if it is determined that
the excess emissions event does not qualify famadfive defense, the Air Quality Compliance
Section will follow the guidelines set forth in tiigepartment’s Compliance and Enforcement
Handbook to ensure that the appropriate actionsa&en against the permittee for violating the
conditions of its permit.
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